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Children and Families Policy Forum 
Family Support Task Force 

Transportation Sub-committee 

Focusing on individuals newly entering the workforce, fhe Transportation Sub- 
Committee met four fimes iQ review regional transportation, funding sources, 
demographic informafion on housing andjobs and alternatives to traditional 
fransporfafion for affordabiiify, accessibilify and qualify. 

Task Force participants (attachment) included policy makers, transportation 
providers, consumer representatives and Social Services and Community 
Development Department representatives, 

Task Force Process: 
0 Fact finding 
0 issues identification 
4~ Recommendations 

Fact Findinq- 

13ackground information from individuals, departments, service providers 
and policy makers : 

0 

l 

l 

l 

l 

l 

Federal “Welfare to Work”’ and “Bridges to Work” programs 
Department of Transportation’s ISTEA 8 Next Tea provisions 
California’s Welfare Conference Reform Agenda, Item #I 52 “Public Transit 
Finance” 
Association for Housing and Community Development Committee’s 
“California Housing Affyrdability Challenge” 
HomeBase report to the Regional Steering Committee on Homelessness and 
Housing 
Contra Costa County Social Services Department summary of regional 
transportation providers meeting 
North Richmond Employment Collaborative summary 
Schedules, routes and service descriptions 
CalWORKs county plan and planning process 

j-ssues Identification- 

C:onsumerrWorkforce Issues: 

l In the Bay Area, 63% of low income families spend more than 50% of their 
income on housing 

l Housing and jobs are not contiguous. Jobs are located along the I-680 
corridor and affordable housing is predominating in east and west county 
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l Only 10% of lower income families own cars leaving the remainder to rely on 
public transportation, ride-sharing or other options 

l Many available entry level jobs are swing shift, graveyard or weekends 
making access to child care and transportation difficult 

l Available public transportation generally accommodates traditional work day 
hours 

l Often getting to work involves multiple transportation options with 
uncoordinated schedules, high costs and long commute times ie. up to 4 
hours and $6/day 

Transportation Providers Issues: 

l ’ Providers differ in organization, governance, funding, service areas, 
operating costs and scheduling. This makes coordination difficult. 

l Assure that Social Service Dept. staff and others can assist clients with 
transportation planning via the Internet and printed schedules 

l Demographic information and s&vice delivery plans help facilitate desired 
changes in transportation delivery 

l A key issue is to make transportation affordable for Welfare-to-Work 
participants 

l Fixed-route transit cannot meet special transportation needs. Providing for 
work-related exceptions, such as, child care locations and non- traditional 
work hours is critical. 

l Fixed-route planning is based on “productivity policy” (ridership) 
l Program pilots must be revenue-neutral to providers 

. . . Policy Makers issues: 
. * 

l The Transportation Co%mmission (MTC) worked with the legislative 
conference committee to develop flexibile criteria for transportation subsidies 
to best meet community needs through the CalWORKs program. 

l Plan on a regional basis to meet the greatest needs and to link jobs to 
housing ie. improving Highway 4 

l To access limited discretionary funds, submit concrete requests including 
what is needed and why for Federal action through MTC & CCTA 

l Federal Funds bring constraints and special requirements ie. retrofitting 
vehicles used to transport children 

l Support coordination between Federal agencies and their funding streams ie. 
Dept. of Transportation, Health and Human Services, Dept. of Labor and 
Dept. of Agriculture 

l Work with Policy Makers to support desirable legislation ie. AB141 allowing 
employers tax incentives for purchasing bus passes for employees 

l Assist community-based-organizations in applying for grants to subsidize 
transportation 
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Issues for further investigation: 

l 

._ 0 

cz; ST& Y- 

Tie into regional (Bay Area) planning to maximize service delivery and 
funding opportunities. NEXT!33 $100 million/year for six years will go to 
regions of 200,000 population for Welfare-to-Work transit projects 
Develop regional coordination of transit entities for greater efficiency and 
service delivery 
Share demographic information on housing, jobs and plans for service 
delivery with transportation providers through an overlay map 
Implement tokens/vouchers and/or discounted passes modeled on Santa 
Clara County’s discounted monthly transit pass, the Regional Transit 
Coordinating Council’s discount card, Bishop Ranch’s bus pass and AC’s 
home to school service 
Develop alternative transportation options ie. para transit (vans, shuttle 
buses, taxiis) 
Connect biking and public transportation 
Provide maintenance, lighting and helmets for bike commuters 
Develop change facilities for bikers at places of employment 
Investigate the use of child care funds for transporting of children to and from 
school and dayoare 
Publicize car pool and van pool incentives to employees, employers and 
individuals 
Involve employers in the transportation planning and development process. 
Promote incentives to employers to improve the transportation delivery 
system, ie. 40% return to employer of revenue spent on passes, tax 
advantages from van pools, emergency vouchers for employees (up to 2 
es/month to work late, etc.) 
Increase the focus on community development and neighborhood 
preservation to increas’e economic opportunity 
Offer incentives for local jurisdictions to better plan and link jobs to housing 
ie. “Project Alpha” in San Diego incorporating homes, jobs and transportation 

Recommendations- 

Short Term: 

4’ Investigate making transportation affordable and accessible using a 
token/voucher system. 

4) Financial incentives to employers who make transit passes available to their 
employees 

-. . 
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l Develop mechanisms for teaching consumers how to use the transportation 
system: ‘* 

I. Social Services/P!C give program participants transportation 
information in orientation with one-on-one follow up. 

2. Provide computer-assisted trip planning training to program 
participants 

3. Expand kiosks and Internet-based trip planning (Trans-Link) being 
tested by MTC 

l Ask transportation providers under what conditions services can be changed 
l Employers/jobs locations, time frames, transportation support (Bruce 

Riordan/RIDES, Paul Maxwell/ TDM, B. McC!ary/Transportation Authority) 

Priority issues for study and recommendation long term: 

l Planning 
l Identifying advocacy issues for policy makers 
0 Investment priorities from social service agencies 
l Financial capabilities of transit agencies 
l Accessing funds through coordination of separate funding streams ie., 

Private Industry Council grants from Dept. of Labor, Childcare Development 
Block Grant for child care resources, etc. 
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NAME 

Anderson, Charles 

i’:;bry, Rick 

Baskett, Lynn 

Bemhus, Sharon 

Bonsall, Lisa 

Bowlby, David 

Brenner, Summer 

Cat-r, Nick 

Chandler, Linda 

Chiverton, Kathy 

Cromartie, Tim 

DeSaulnier, Mark 

Durkee, Joanne 

Estrada, Felicia 

Fabella, Danna 

Flemer, Ann 

Foran, Mary 
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Family Support Task Force 
Transportation Issue 

ORGANIZATION ADDRESS 

. 

WESTCAT 601 WaIterAve, , Pinole, Ca 94564 . 

Rubicon Programs, Inc. 2500 Bissell Ave, , Richmond, Ca 94834 

Hosp. Council of NorCal 7901 Stoneridge Dr., Suite 500, Pleasanton, Ca 94588 

Shelter, Inc. 1070 Concord Ave., Concord, Ca 94518 

HomeBase 870 Market St., Suite 1228, San Francisco, Ca 94117 

Congresswoman Tauscher’s Off.1801 N. California St., Ste 103, W C, Ca 94596 

WCCTAC 1 Alvarado Square, San Pablo, Ca 94806 

Health Services Dept. 597 Center Ave., Suite 115, Martinez, Ca 94553 

CCC Private Industry Council 2425 Biti0 Ln, , Concord, Ca 94520 

Supervisor Gerber’s Office 309 Diablo Rd, I Danville, Ca 94526 

Senator Lee’s Office 1970 Broadway, Suite 1030, Oakland, Ca 94612 

Board of Supervisors 2425 Bisso Ln, Suite 1 IO, Concord, Ca 94520 

Mt. Diablo Unified School Dist 1266 San Carlos Ave, , Concord, Ca 94518 

CCC Youth Commission PO Box 1188, , Pittsburg, Ca 94565 

Social Service Dept. 40.Douglas Dr, , Martinez, Ca 94553 

Metro.Transport.Comm. 101 Eighth St, , Oakland, Ca 946’07 

Health Service Dept. 20 Allen St, , Martinez, Ca 94553 

PHONE FAX 

724-3331 

235-1516 

227-3336 

827-3598 x 128 

(415) 788-7961 

932-8899 

2153008 

313-6814 

646-5024 

820-8683 

286-l 333 

646-5763 

685-7340 x 2722 

427-l 905 

313-l 583 

464-7744 

3705010 

724-5551 

235-2025 

460-5457 

827-2028 

932-8159 

2357059 

313-6840 

646-5517 

820-6627 

286-3885 

646-5767 

687-8217 

313-1575 

4647848 

370-5098 



NAME 

Gerber, Donna 

Gleich, Jim 

Goldberg, Lisa 

Goldsby, Bill 

tiitch, Carol 

Hathaway, Sandy 

Hoffman, Kathy 

Hoffman, Sara 

Jackson, Michael 

Kelley, Caroline 

Krieg, Jeanne 

Lacy, Sandy 

McBride, Janet 

Miller, Jeanette 

Miller, Mary Kay 

Omania, Gloria 
-. 

Osborn, Lynn 

Ponte, Steve 

Ramacier, Rick 

Renfrow, Kathy 

Riordan, Bruce 
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ORGANBZATION 

Board of Supervisors 

AC Transit 

ABAG 

Community Services Dept. 

Congressman Miller’s Office 

Saint Vincent de Paul 

Congressman Miller’s Office 

County Administrator’s Office 

ADDRESS 

309 Diablo Rd., , Danville, Ca 94526 

i600 Franklin St, , Oakland, Ca 94612 

PO Box 2050, Oakland, Ca 946042050 

2425 Bisso Ln., Suite 120, Concord, Ca 94520 

367 Civic Dr, Suite 14, Pleasant Hill, Ca 94523 

2210 Gladstone Dr, , Pittsburg, Ca 94565 

3220 Blume Dr, , Richmond, Ca 94806 

651 Pine St, 10th Floor, Martinez, Ca 94553 

Community Development Dept. 651 Pine St., 4th Floor, Martinez, Ca 94553 
. 

County Administrator’s Office 651 Pine St, 10th Floor, Martinez, Ca 94’553 

T&Delta Transit 601 Wilbur Ave, , Antioch, Ca 94509 

Supervisor Gerber’s Office 309 Diatilo Rd, , Danville, Ca 94526 

ABAG PO Box 2050, Oakland, Ca 94604-2050 

EDD, Labor Market Research 363 Civic Dr., Pleasant Hill, Ca 94523 
. ‘ye. 

Social Service Dept. 40 Douglas Dr, , Martinez, Ca 94553 

Assemblyman Toriakson’s Off. 815 Estudillo Ave, , Martinez, Ca 94553 

TRANSPAC 100 Gregory Ln., Pleasant Hill, Ca 94523 

Tri-Delta Transit 801 Wilbur Ave., Antioch, Ca 94509 

The County Connection 2477 Arnold Industrial Way, Concord, Ca 94520-2630 

Homeless Task Force and Vista 1213 Grove Way, Concord, Ca 94518 

RIDES 60 Spear St., San Francisco, Ca 94105 

PHONE 

820-8683 

891-7185 

464-7993 

646-5939 

602-I 880 

439-5060 x 26 

262-6500 

335-l 090 

335-1278 

3351017 

754-6622 x 224 

820-8683 

464-7955 

602-l 588 

313-1614 

372-7990 

671-5249 

754-6622 

676-1976 

676-8403 

(415) 281-4313 

w 

820-6627 

891-7157 

464-7970 

646-5551 

674-0983 

439-7863 

674-0983 

646-l 353 

335-l 299 

646-l 353 

757-2530 

820-6627 

464-7970 

602-5023 

313-l 651 

372-0934 

609-8853 

757-2530 

686-2630 

687-7918 

(415) 543-5660 



NAME 

Roberts, Mary 

Sanchez, Lisa 

Scott, Ariadne 

Strisower, Suzanne 1: 

Tandy, Scott 

Thon, Leah 

Vovakis, Ernie 

Wallace, Joe 

Ward, Paul 

ORGANKATION ADDRESS 

BART 800 Oak St, , Oakland, Ca 94612 

SWAT PO Box 5148, San Ramon, Ca 94583 

Health Services Dept. 597 Center St., Suite 125, Martinez, Ca 94553 

Supervisor Uilkema’s Office 651 Pine St, Room 108A,. Martinez, Ca 94553 

Community Services Dept. 1220 Morello Ave, , Martinez, Ca 94553 

TDT, Transit Planning 801 Wilbur Ave., Antioch, Ca 94553 

Community Development Dept. 651 Pine St, 4th Floor, Martinez, Ca 94553 

Health Services Dept. 597 Center Ave., Suite 100, Martinez, Ca 94553 

Social Service Dept. 40 Douglas Dr, , Martinez, Ca 94553 
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PHONE 

464-6102 

275-2296 

313-68’l8 

335-l 046 

313-7360 

754-6622 

335-l 243 

313-6836 

313-1623 

FAX 

287-4760 . 

866-6173 

313-6840 

335-l 076 

313-7385 

757-2530 

335-l 299 

313-6841 

313-165-t 
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As contra Costa couw d-&m d iqJ- ptogfams to wmpiywith 
~reform,thecountyrmrstwnsiderltowtheseprogramswillimpact~ctims 
of domestic vioktce. It is important to acknowkdge the lkt that a hrge.portion 
of women who receive welfare bexfits are or have been victims of domestic 
vi01ei1c.e. Without the f%xucid assistance that welfare pruvides, many of these 
womm would not have been able to leavi= their batterers. As w&ire xx&m goes 
hto effect and benefits become more diEa& to obtain, many women may fkd 
thetn.s&e~ trapped in abusive relationships because they lack the economic 
resources to leave, As several recent studies have shown, domestic violence is a 
concern for a large number of welfke recipients:’ 

l A study conducted inPtic County, New Jersey from 1995-97 f’wnd that 
Of~femaIe~~pientsw~hadbegnmandatedtoparticipatein 
education, t&&g, or jolxelaied activities, 14.6% reported tbzt they 
were axrrcntIy tzqxriendng physical abuse from an intimate putn~ and 
57.3% reported that they had eqxxicnced abuse at some point in their 
adult lives. 

0 In 1996, a MassacENsetts study of 734 women recekkg AEDCf~that 
19.5% ofthese women were axrentiy experiencing domestic violence 
whiIe 64.9% of them had been abused at some p&t in their adult lives. 

* A study ofb& hcundess and housed female AFDC recipients in 
WorceSer, IYGLSKM revealed that tlx incidence of dum&c violence 
was high in both populations Thirty two percent ofthe WomeIl had l.xSn 
abusedwithin~~~us2years,and61%hadacperieacedabuseti 
some point in their adult lives. . - - - 

While welfare receipt does not cause domestic violence, the economic 
constrELintsfacedbybatteredwomenonassistaacemay~eitparti~y 
diflicuit to Ieavg an abusive rektionship. It is clear that the dynamics of domestic 
violw create barriers to employment. The studies cited above fouad that 
womeaww‘bohavemperieaceddomesticviolsncearetbrcE~asliltefytofiu=e 
active ‘mterference Corn tlxir par&r3 intheir work-relattd activities. The38 
women also have higher rates of depression and post-~mumatic stress disorder, are 
more IikeIy to abuse alcohol or other drugs to cope with the vioknce ‘m their Eves, 
tend to have low self-e&em, display more symptoms of emotional distress, and 

Contra Costa County 
Hearth Scrvlces 1~pamnt 

Public Heakh Division 
597 CcncN AVCTIUC. Suilt I I 5 

Maninez. CA 94553 
td: ~10.313 6tma 
fhr: 5 IO.3 I3 6840 

wil. tir40051mmamcr.q 
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Ifabw!dwomul an+niedbencfi~,~maybeforcedtoremain~d~ 
upon their btienxs and stay in a dangcmus *on$lip. For this rsas~n, as the cuun@ ck&h its 
plan for ?mplrrmePtation of weEve reform, it must be @cahQ sehtive to domztic tiolerx=e 
SitWi.iOllS. 

Aspects ofwelke reform that are of particular tin~ern to victims of domestic violence in&& 

w Idmti@ing domestic violence 

* Impldon of the new work rquirements ad time limits 

0 Issues for pregnant and parenting teem 

w Issues for immigants 
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. For a number ofreasons, many women may not readily identi@ QmxMves to service pro-viders as 
victims of domestic violence. A victim of domeati~ ti01~~ EUJJ be rductant to diicuss the issue 
with someone she f may not tie her seriously, discount her qxzimce, per~heras 
d~theabuse,orblamehffforstayingwithherabuser.Awomanmsyfearthatdisclosing 
ahusewill jcqadize her safety and eliminate her means of sqport. She may f4 protective ofhm 
batterer or stay in the relationship hoping that the situation will improve. In add&n, a wom&~ 
cultd ethnic, or religious background may inkence her will&nes to speak about domestic 
viole¶l(x?. 

0 

l 

:. 

* 0 

l 

A tisr of locd domesfic violence refeeds be given to all women regadkss ofwhether or 
not theyseif4ciidfy, da more cumprehenshe review ofavuilable resources be done 
wisvl allwomen WhO&&~a7nrse; 

AU i7njbmdm that clients &dose be kept coryidernrial in order to protect women’s 
qf$Y . ’ 
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AlI w including stafFat We&r&to-Work progmmq .&ouId be trained on domestic violepce 
and the efi&tive impleme~~~Gon ofthese protocols. 

l?robleln: 

Because domestic violence usually occurs in private settings, there are ofian no M to the 
~seotbertbantbetwopeoplewimoareinvolved.~needsto~takeainto~on*~ 
DSS determines wfratwiUconstihrteproofthatawomanhasbeenabused.FCrhileitmayseem 
rmsonableto~evidencesuchasapolicereportto~thatawomanis~abrrsed 
such a requ&rx~ is unrealistic and would exchxde IIXUIY women who right deserve the 
txmptions and sew&s that should be provided to domestic violmce victims. Women may 
choose not to make police reports ifthey feat retaMion Corn their partner or ifthey have had 
prior ezxperiw of d.iscrimi&on (particularly in communities of color). 

III. Domestic Violence. and WcIfare Reform: Work Requirements and Time Limits 

The new law requires that CdWORXs recipients work within 18-24 months of re&ving 
IISX&XIW. Failure to comply with these regulations may &tin a ~&I&XI or loss ufaid. 
Domestic violence can be a serious obstacle to meeting this requirement. Women who are 

: comedy king -&used are often unable to work outside of the home because thelrbattensswill 
not I& them A batterer may make it dif6cult or even impossible tbr his m to bducate harself 
or work by not allowing her to study, harassing her while she is at work, making her miss 
appointments or classes, thrtiening her with physical abuse, etc. Additionally, many women who 
have experienced abuse td?Sr Corn post--c stress disorder, low seG*teeq depnssion, 
and lack ofjob skills, alI of which may keep them f?om complying with work requirements. 
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victims of dimes-tic vioknce shod be exempfedfrom ZIetime limits on bene?~%. 

.a.’ - lhwing thd domestic vioh senices are awiIde lo women who need tlaem, eifher 
cmsite or ai an uixessibie cottvmm ity sern+tg and hat job tralningprograms qre b&h 
jkrible dsensiti to the sqkty issues thzt women my have. 

0 Training all sta#on the na&re of domestic violence and the barriers that it mny crtzte 
f;n women so ihat they will be able lo proper& axsist women who are vim of abuse. If 
dwtdd not be the responsisility of u woman seeking aid to advocale f;n the waivers or 
special services &at she needs R&her, ail LAYS workers should be trained io bnkg UJI ihe 
issue of dom&ic violence with eliem3 through not@ing them of domestic violence 
exempfiom DSS workers shoulti enc~~ age women to disclose situuiions of abuse in a 
sem*tia?ldsrSpportivemanw. 

ItL Yhmcdc Violence and Wdfare Reform: Child Support Orders 

5 . .x 
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Idaltifirinn Domestic tiolence 

Axordingtothelaw,timespentonCaILx3m as&tame by minor parents who are not considered 
heads ofhousehold should not be applied towzrds l&time limits on ass&axe. However, ifa teen 
mother is exempted from the adult-supervised living requirement due to a domestic violence 
situ&ion, she may be considered a head of household and be sub&t to time limits. 

&.$pIXUDCd&n: 
. 

Many of the co&ns saux-ounding child support exxfixcement for adults also apply to teens. An 
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fidditi0naZ &XC which my & ofparticular mncem to teen mothers is that ifthf2 &her oft&k 
chiid is 18 or older; the ‘IIzformz~tion that they disclose my be USed to prosecute their pm for 
statutory sxpe. Wrthin the context ofthe state of California’s recent programs to crack down on 
statutory rape and the provisions within the welfare law which also call for an inneased 
prosfxution of statutory rape, it is po&le that inforlTBtiOll reVealed t0 Social SlViCZ ll@Z.Zk 

about the partners of teen mothers could be obtained by local District ktomey “StaIutoxy Rape 
Vertical Proseixiion Units’ and used to pFess CbargeS Of Unlawful SeX$ i3IWcoIlxse. A&p&g a 
k$nh3ljustice approach to statutory rape which is not sasitive to the social context in which 
these relationships eccur cm Ix harmfid to teen parents in several ways. -dy 
prosec&ng fktbers mxy prevent these men from providing teen mothers with the fin8nciztl 

. 
asslstanct~~partnershipthat~need.Criminalp~seartionmayalso~tcen~ 
Erom~assistanceandmayaddtottbedistnrstofthcaiminaIjustice~whichscistsin 
many low-income canmudies and communities of color, es~ally if t&se cases are drawn 
primdy Corn w$&re recipients. 

hfm.on colkctifw chiLisup@ or otherservi~sshouHnot be used fop- 
statutory rqx 3vit.hmt the teen mothw’s conxnt. 2%.emeexe~~onstoihechildsup~ 
eqbnxment pmvisions which are amikzbble to a&f women who have t?q&enced abmestic 

, violence shouH&o be made crm%ble to teen mothers (Seepp. 6-7 of this afoumeM) 

V. Domestic Violence and WeHare Reform: Tisues of Concern to Immigrant4 

Assresuttofw~r~~legal.Mmigrantswill~longabeetigib!eEorsomcw~~~. 
This will have a serious impact on immigrant women who are in situations of domestic violence. 
Manyoftlx%ewomen are financially dependent upon their batterer. W&out tile ass%zxe that 
w&xc provides, they may be unable to 1~1e an abusive relationship. Immigrant women alrrsdy 
face many obstacles which compuud situation3 of ciom&ic violenct. The!3e inchlde 

. . . 

DSS wmbs need IO inform d immigrat wamq who arz in situniioas qfhesric viokna of 

the po.Mbilitiesfbr exempti~ io t masurtz and tk proceclures for qv#ngfw these 
e~~~~ptiom. lkre me currerdy se-ve~alsi~~onr; in which immipntwomtm mq be eligible fbr 

: 
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0 ‘lik fidtitrca Against Wmn Act allows batte~edwomen who are marriedto u U. S. 
ciihn t.w IesrJrzsi&ni to a&y* &ncy withaul the coopration of her husEvmd A 
ptavi-don within the new immigrahn k7w a!Iowswomen wko have &i&*~n.t 
residetacy redly the yiolence Agzi& When Act. who no longer live with tk& ba&rez, 
andwho can &m-e a ‘Subshmtial connection” between the needfar lw@is and 
cbmestic violence to be eligible for welfare U&&TXX DSS WOAWS sbdd be zzm&ive 

to thefi that it mqy be d@adt fbr a woman io leax her batterer be&e recehing hny 
ji-nancti t,sxMmm. lkrefore, irnplemen&ti~ of these reipiremenfs sk~kialIuw 
women sanreflexisility in meetig these requirements. 

0 Family yiohce Option waivers mqv ah be used~o he@ immigrant women receive 
wezfare aiii 

Beuruse a woman who alas lef3 her hn%zrer may notpossess #he d&umen& need to prove her 
immigraiion ~WZIS, all women dmdd be gfven benefits d3ring the time it takes to establish proof 
of their eligibility. In mes where bafiered fmmigqant women are unable to receive exemptiti, 
DSSworkers should he able to make qpro@ referris to domestic violence services along * 
with service-s which will help &em O&Y@ resUe?.qy snider the Yiolence w Women Act, 
andupp&fi cifizenslp. Services should be availa6le f~ women in h&first -es, md 
DSSprotcoLs and@hinings shou,?dad&ss issxs aroundre~pecifbr culfural @rences. 

Pr01?1enx 
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I77z Fmi& yidence Option shouldbe tsed to waive the demingrep~nts fn .cifu/rti/mc 
where awixnan ‘s 2gmmcw is aho her banerer. 

J?roblcm 

W&emfii~8uundocumen ted immigrants inedigiile for my form of aid DSS workers 
arerequimltorqmtallund~ ed immigrants to the INS. Undocummkd women who ae 
victims of doma& violence will be adv~ afkted by these nxaurm andwillbeunableto 
r&e any kind of support or assistance if% CIKKW to leave theit b&t-. 

ARwom.ensh&dbei@mnedtiifthtyme ~nkitireylnqvbercporfsdtcrI’hc~. 
i%ey shoukdalso be in$&nn&of k!ke services Gal me available to ihem 272e U. S. Attorney 
General has dhiigrurle certain semhxs for which all women, regurdkss of their inmigrat~m 
status, are eligible. lW.sz in&de hnestic violence agemies, public heaM senvk?s, soq 
kitchens8 c&ii coraselins, andslwd term skfter. DSS workers &n&be a.b?e fo refer 
rnzdoamented immigrantr to cppropriafe services. 

11 
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A federation of religious communities, churches and non-profit organizations have met on the 
following points regarding welfare reform. Represented are: 
l The Contra Costa Interfaith Sponsoring Committee (CCISCO) representing 30 

churches (25,000 parishioners) 
l The Contra Costa Interfaith Alliance representing 30 churches and ten non- 

profit organizations 
l Greater Richmond InterEaith Program representing 27 churches 

1. Regarding Uworkfare” 
. insure equal pay for equal work 
. insure no displacement of current workers 
. insure no reprisals for unionization of workers 
. include college, aduit schools, non-profit job training classes, and treatment 
centers for substance abuse 
l provide benefits to churches and non-profits who agree to be a “commuuity 
service site” 
l provide clear instruction for matching the physical and mentally challenged with 
appropriate jobs 

2. Ease “time constraints” as far as the Federal law allows using waivers wherever possible 

3. Develop a plan within the county plan for private sector and non-profit job creation 

4. Develop a funding program for job training in the private and non-profit sectors 

5. Include special programs to meet the needs of those who are illiterate and/or non-English 
speaking 

6. Include plans for quality childcare and low cost and safe transportation 

7. &,Ionitor the utility companies to enforce the laws obliging them to work out minimum or . 
non-payment plans for io~income users. 

8. Include pre-natal care for non-qualified immigrant mothers 

9. Develop a plan to accurately track the positive and negative success rate of those who are 
removed from public benefits 

10. Meet with other East Bay counties, especially Alameda, to work toward a consistent plan 

11. Increase services to low-income t&ni.lies who have members involved in the justice system 

12. Include a comprehensive plan to improve food security 

13. Take active steps to enforce and increase low income housing 

14. Fund more 24 hour hot lines for those whose benefits are cut and train the operators 

15. Meet with us for further discussion on these issues before the plan is finalized 



To: Christina Linville 

Nov. 24. 1997 

Frcm: Carolyn Krrntz 

tntroduaions and crccknt~&CwAyn Krantz- 5 min. 

Specific Concerns: ten minutw C&I 

3. Quality childurt Marty Mccarth) 
County Response 

4. Snfc rod Atfdrdabk Trraqwt&keEthel Lbts~m 
County Response 

7. Food Security-Sr. Stellr Gooctpastmr 
County Raponse 

Should we meet again? Discussion af tit intcra&n bctwxn County Social Services and the Tntiith 
CoLllitions- 5 min. 
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6. Definitions: “AfFgrdable d&i tsxre”: At a minim=, child czue costs which nsnlt in 
a family co-pay exceeding 10% of a fan&+ income, shafl not be cons&red “affordable.” 

- ’ 
“AfG?&ability” of chM care, shall a1sQ in&de a cmsideration of tramp~mtion and other 
associated costs. 



FROM Gwen WahxI 
League c&Women voters 

llA.T”E November 30,1997 



l23lWCN3.K~ Co-s from Gwen Watson 
L.eague of W#men v&zrs 
Pqe 2 - 

I did not End that this issue is handled in the CalWC?IUS.s draft. Yet it is so 
esxeatiat to the stability of a f&G@. 



lAwl/Y-f r. 13: 34 

becemt>sr I,1997 

Re: CalWORKs County Plan 

Dear Christina, 

Endosed are comments on the first draft 01 WC countyfs 
CalWORKs dratt. 

As Contra Costa County prepares to implement the changes as 
out\inFtd, it is important the county also prepare to monitor the 
impact on hamelessness in our communities, and on the 
iodivldual homeless people. 

Under Seciion VI, Child Care and Transportation Sarvices, 
increased transportation services are outlined, but d0es not 
address that no sandlons apply which t-squire travel tc, and 
from place of employment or zxtivity more than Iwo hours 
round trip (AB 1542, San&ion/canoiliation process:) Will chlkl 
care be in the area local to the MRW participant or will child 
Care be outside the area and how does the indiv;rIdua\ aibcate 
this with travaf time to and from work? 

Under Section VN, Community SW&e Plan, it tiatss thti need 
for CS will increase over time; unmet need could be met 
through CS activities, What will happen to fndividuals who fall 
into this caiegoiy at the beginning of l998 while tha counti 
coilabrsrative Is discussing these issues and how to address 
them? 

It appears that there is mention of data collection alfcxts to be 
undertaken which ackimss the impact of CalWORKs on 
homelessness under Section X (Petiormance, Outcomes to 
meet LacaiSy Estabilshed Objectives). Under CatWORKs, 
Contra Co,sta County will be required to track the areas 
outlined below. 



*ae to Work sn - including rate Pf rmw3mti info 
employment, earnings of CaJYVORKs participants and these 
who have left the program, and job retention rates 

* Chfld ” - - including fostsr care entries, at-risk births, 
schoot achievement, child poverty, and child abuse reports 

* . . . wt~f~ed w e - in addition to ths above, whkh 
may reflect goats for CalWORKs implementation or possible 
negative outcomes the community wishes to monitor. These 

* - outcomes shall be identified within our county plan, along with 
the data the county inteitds to collect to monitor these 
outcomes and ths method of data colfection. 

Mot being familiar with the Social Sarvlce IM/GAIN Redesign, I 
am not sure the above required items areAM be covered as it 
is not mt clear. 

The draft provided by you is large, mmpisx, and 1 strn sure can 
be overwhelming, even to those of you who are involved In the 
re-structuring process considering tbhe time frame involved. I 
wish i had the luxury of more tjme to review this draft and give it 
the atient;M is fustly deserves. But given the cl~adline for 
cumment/suggxWms, it just Isn’t there. 

Sincerely, 

?iiz!tkL 

Rob Drain-l 
Community Outreach Coordinator 
Secreta~flr0asurer 
Association of Homeless and Housing 

Service Providers 
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0 
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Family and Hun-tan Services Committee 

Public Conunent on the County Plan 
December 8, 1997 

Job development and creation 

Funding for provision of necessary activity 

Collaboration with private sector 

Child care capacity and funds 

Transportation services 

Jobs-Housing pro,ximity 

IMulti-year implementation and impacts to the community 

Collaboration with labor organizations and their apprenticeship programs 

Use lessons learned from SSD Demonstration Projects, SIT, PIG One-Stops, 
etc. 

Share the experiences of CalWORKs graduates to help future participants 

Utilize One-Stop resources to benefit entire community 

Expand positive collaborative processes 

Develop means to coordinate the full range of CalWORKs activities 



Attachment 



County Plan Budget 
1997198 State Fiscal Year 

Section 1 

State General Fund County Funds * I- 5t::7 2,9:::38 2,094,917 897,822 

Other l * 

* When combined with food stamp administration, the total level of estimated county funds for CalWORKs administration and services should meet the requirement 
of Section 15204.4 of the W&l Code which specifies that counties expend an amount for these programs that, when combined with the amount expended for 
the administration of the food stamp program, equals or exceeds the amount expended for corresponding activities in 1996/97. 

** If other sources of funding are being made available for an activity, please identify on a separate page. 



;: 
I County Plan Budget 

1997/98 State Fiscal Year 

Section 2 

Note: The following categories are for information purposes only and are not an indicator of specific claiming categories 

Total TANF/State General Fund CCDBG 

rOTAL CalWORKs Admln 8 Services 
terns (A) thru (D) 31 S73.789 24834.233 0 

(A) TOTAL CatWORKs Single Allocation 

Items (1) thru (7) 27.590.324 24.348.508 0 

(l)BenefitAdministrationp 15.626.624 12.384.808 

(2) Program Integrity (Fraud) 1,513,091 1,513,091 

(3) Staff Development/Retraining 593,706 593.706 

(4) Welfare-to-Work Activities 7.652.221 7.652.221 

(5) Cal Learn 837,386 837.386 

(6) Child Care - 1st half of 1997/98 1.367.296 1,367.296 

(7) Other Activities l ‘* 

Title XIX 

179.898 

0 

County Funds l 

3,241,816 

3.241.816 

3,241,816 

Other ** 

(B) Child Care - 2nd half of 1997/98 

(C) Mental Health Treatment 

(D) Substance Abuse Treatment 

3,717.842 

359,796 179.898 179.898 

305,827 305,827 

’ When combined with food stamp administration, the total level of estimated county funds for CalWORKs administration and services should meet the requirement 
of Section 15204.4 of the W&l Code which specifies that counties expend an amount for these programs that, when combined with the amount expended for 
the administration of tho food stamp program, equals or exceeds the amount expended for corresponding activities in 1996/97. 

l ” If other sources of funding are being made available for an activity, please identify on a separate page. 
l *’ Please identify “other activities” on a separate page. 



OTHER CONTRA COSTA AGENCIES FUNDED 
TO SERVE CalWORKs PARTICIPANTS 

‘Federal Balanced Budget Act of 1997 

‘Does not include state matching funds; amounts could be somewhat different ($I,3 15,243 for 
Contra Costa SDA, 716,347 for Richmond SDA) if an alternate criteria is used. 



California Department of Education 
Specialized Programs Branch 

Regional Occupational Centers and Programs 

i 

& Adult Education Funding 

Funding Formula Requirements 

Sources: The 1997-98 State Budget Act, AB 1578 and AB 1542 

1. Funding is Average Daily Attendance (ADA) based and shall be distributed at each agency’s base 
revenue limit. 

2. Funding distribution must be related to the Instruction and Job Training Plan (IJTP) to be 
developed in each county. Participants include County Superintendent of Schools, school 
districts with Adult Education programs, Community Colleges, and other job training providers 
including Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROCP). County plans shall be 
approved by the County Welfare Director. 

3. Funding is derived from two sources: 

(a> $25 million (from Proposition 98 [ 1995-96 settlement]) 
The $25 million is one-time money that will be expended over the 1997-98 Fiscal Year. 
The Legislative Analyst’s Office indicates that although this is one-time funding for 
1997-98, it is the intent of the Legislature that this funding will be built into future State 

. - Budgets.) 

(b) $17 million Temporary Aide to Needy Families (TAM=) funds (formerly Greater Avenues 
to Independence (GAIN) ADA. 
The $17 million is an annual allocation composed of $8.5 million in federal TANF 
funding and $8.5 million in state match. 

4. Funding must support education and training services which assist eligible CalWORKs family 
members become employed, reach self-sufficiency, and reduce dependency on public assistance. 

5. Funding may be spent on ROCP or Adult Education programs and services. 

6. The $25 million is restricted to providing programs and services which are “not generally 
available to persons which are not members of an eligible family.” 

7. The Superintendent of Public Instruction will develop the method for determining the 
maintenance of effort relative to the number of individuals served during 1997-98 Fiscal Year in 
Adult Education programs. 

8. Funding is made available to ROCP and Adult Education providers when the existing ADA CAP 
is reached, and all JTPA 8%-50% funding is encumbered within the respective county. 
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. . . . 

Application for 
CalWORKs Funding 

. 

Application Due: November 14,1997 

California Community Colleges 
CalWORKs Unit 
1107 9th Street 
Sacram’ento, CA 95814 
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. Appendix’A . . _ . :. . : ~ 

Caiifornia CQnimunity Colleges . 
.Mieifare Reform’ Funding For CalWORKs Recipients ‘t 

1997-98 Fiscal Year 

ISTRICT 

UAN HANCOCK 
NTELOPE VALLEY 
ARSTOW 
LJ-ITE 

. ABRUO 
ERRITOS 
HABOT-IAS POSITAS 
Zhabot Co!/ege 
Las Positas College 
HAFFEY 
lTRUS 
OAST 
Zoastline College 
Solden West College 
Panga Coast College 
OMPTON 
ONTRA COSTA 
CQrRa Cosfe College 
~lsbb Valley College 
bs Medanos College 
ESE.RT 
L CAMINO 
ZATHER RIVER 
30THILL-DEANZA 
2df728 College 
=oo thill College 
*MONT-NEWARK - 
3hione College 
AVILANJT 
LENDALE 
ROSSMONT-CUYAMACA 
Suyamaca College 
Smssmo~ c&g3 
AR-I-NELL 
IPERI& 
ERN 
Bakersfield Colkge 
%TO Coso College 
=wewine co&3ge 
U(ETAHOE 
9SSEN 
3NC BEACH 
3s ANGELES 
F ?LosAnQeles 
\ .insebs w 
‘ti Angess ifarbor 
Los Angdtx Mission 
LosAngetesFiero% 

1 QQ5-se 
AFDC 
Headcount 

Total 
Welfare 
Refqm 
Allocatjon 

1,418 
1,759 

‘329 
1,648 

657 
2,002 
1ZQ 
7,057 

772 
1,693 
1,223 
2,752 

798 
957 
997 

1,662 
3,416 
1,419 

744 
1,253 
1,077 
2,006 

147 
I,610 
7,218 

392 
369 

$ 659,388 
817,958 
152,989 
859,344 
398,516 
930,956 
571,501 

787,267 
568,711 

1,279,715 

772,851 
1,588,484 

500,819 
932,816 
100,000 
748,671 

426 198,095 
1,535 713,795 
2,188 1,017,448 

7,628 
778 

1,617 
2,850 
7,582 

647 
627 

'264 

361,780 
751,926 

1,325,287 

122,763 
279,008 

1,443,400 
6,752,449 

693 
7G# 

Coordination, 
Job l%vlt%nt, 
& Currjculum 
Development 

work Child 
Study Care . . 

Additional 
Child Care, 
Work Study, 
Of In!%GZtion 

:. 

$ 158,253 S ,184,$29 
196,310 229,028 
36,717 42,837 

206,243 240,616 
95,644 111,584 

223,429 260,668 
137,160 1~0,020 

$ 151,659 
188,130 

35,187 
197,649 

91,659 
214,120 
131,445 

. 

$ 164,847 
204,490 

38,248 
214,836 

99,629 
232,739 
142,876 

188,944 220,435 181,071 196,817 
136,491 159,239 130,804 142,177 
307,1!? 358,320 , 294,334 319,929 

185,484 216,398 177,756 193,213 
381,236 444,776 365,351 397,121 

120,197 
223,876 

24,000 
179,681 

. 

140,229 115,188 125,205 
261,188 214,548 233,204 

28,000 23,000 25,000 
209,628 172,194 187,168 

-41,182 

47,543 
171,311 
244,188 

48,045 39,466 

55,467 45,562 
199,863 164,173 
284,885 234,013 

42,897 

-* 49,523 
178,448 
254,362 

86,827 101,298 83,209 
180,462 210,539 172,943 
318,069 371,080 304,816 

-Ye 
90,446 

187,982 
331,322 

29,463 34,374 28,235 30,691 
66,862 78,122 64,172 69,752 

346,416 404,152 331,982 360,850 
1,620,566 1,890,691 1,553,066 1,688,106 

. 
-15 



1STRlCT 

Totai Coordination, Additional . 
199596 Welfare r Job Devlmnt, ’ . 

Reform‘ Child 
Child Care 

AFDC & Curriculum . . work 
Headcount Allocation Development r Care * 

work Study, _ 
Studv ._ . . .,_ 

or Instruction ., 

>, &gales Souttwesf 2,038 
3s Angeles Trade-Tech 2,361 
Los Angeles Valley 7,685 
Wesf Los Angeles 1,736 
3s RIOS’ 6,852 
4merican River CcGege 2,467 
Consumnes River College 7,561 
Sacramento City College 2,830 
L4RlN 671 
!ENDOCINO-LAKE 620 
IERCED 2,502 
IRA COSTA 918 
‘ONTERN PENINSULA 472 
T. SAN ANTONIO 2,051 
T. SAN JACINTO 797 
APA 545 
ORTH ORANGE 1,849 
Zyprass College 922 
Werton College -. 927 
AL0 VERDE 215 
AlOMAR 1,426 
ASADENA 2,310 
ERALTA 4,873 
Zolkg% of Alameda 7,021 
raney Goliege 5254 
t 4 College 7,285 
Yba College 313 
ANCHO SANTIAGO 4,013 
EDWOODS 1,012 
10 HONDO 1,363 
IVERSIDE 2,246 
4N BERNARDINO 3,204 
XiTon Hill College 499 
San Bernardino Valley College &705 
4N DIEGO 11,040 
San Diego my CcJllege 8,977 
San Diego Mesa College 7,522 
3n Diego Miramar &liege 547 
4N FRANCISCO 4.078 
4N JOAQUIN 2,874 
4N JOSE-EVERGREEN 2,354 
%erqeen Valley Cokge 7,159 
San Jose city cokge 1,795 
4N 1UlS OBISPO 454 
3uesfa Colle~ 
AN MATE0 924 
Zanada College 244 
Zdh3ge of San Mate0 
skyme collq?e z 
ANTABARBARA 792 
J’iNTA CLARITA 
I I MONICA 1g 
EtJOlAS 1,537 
HASTA-TEHEMA -~TRINllY 1,752 
ERRA 824 
ISKIYOU ;OINT 

$3,186,268 $ 764,704 s 892,155 $ 732,842 :. 

312,024 74,886 87,367 71,766 
288,308 69,194 80,726 66,311 

1 ,I 63,462 279,231 325,769 267,596 
426,882 102,452 119,527 98,-l 83 
219,486 .52,677 61,456 50,482 
953,741 228,898 267,047 219,360 
370,615 88,948 143,772 85,241 
253,432 60,824 70,961 58,289 
859,809 206,354 240,747 197,756 

~100,000 24,000 ,28,000 
’ 663,108 159,146 185,670 

1,074,180 257,803 300,770 
2,266,007 543,842 634,482 

-. 
23,000 

152,515 
247,061 
521,182 

l&56,096 
470,593 
633,812 

1$44,419 
1,489,901 

c47,663 
112,Q42 
152,115 
250,661 

’ 357,576 

522,507 429,202 466,524 
131,766 108,236 llf,849 
177,467 145,777 158,453 
292,437 240,216 261,105 
417,172 342,677 . - 372,476 

5,133,741 1,232,098 1437,447 1 ,180,760 1283,436 

t,a96,322 
1,33-6,447 
1,094,840 

455,217 
320,747 
262,714 

530,970 436,154 474,081 
374,205 307,383 334,1.12 
306,499 251,767 273,@30 

211,116 50,668 59,112 48,557 52,779 

429,672 

-16- 

103,121 120,308 98,825 

368,290 
106,953 
573,826 
714,725 
814,702 
363,171 
216,696 

88,390 
25,889 

137,718 
171,534 
195,528 
91,961 
52,007 

103,121 84,707 
29,947 24,599 

160,671 131,980 
200,123 164,387 
228,117 187,381 
107,288 88,129 
60,675 49,840 

’ ’ 78,005 
72,077 

290,888 
,I 06,720 

54,871 
238,436 

.. 92,654 * 
63,358 

214,952 

25,000 
165,777 
268,546 
566,501 

Y 
4-Y . . 

107.41 a 

203,676 
95,793 
54.174 



Total Coordination, Additional 
. . , 1995-96 Welfare Job Devlmnt, .Child Care 

Reform 8 Curriculum work Child 
STRlCi 

’ AF,DC Work Study, 
’ Headcount Allocation . Develooment Studv Care or Instruction . 

-. _ . 
-. 
& 0couNJ-y l-4 
)NOMA 
;anta Rosa Junior College 
WTH ORANGE 
‘Viti vidi8j &l/183? 
;addleback College 
XJTHWESTERN 
rATE CENTER 
?asno Cify College 
tings River College 
ENTURA COUNTY 
&w=$ ~l&w 
%t7Wd cO/i89? 
/en&a College 
CTOR VALLEY 
EST HILLS 
EST KERN 
ra8 Collep 
EST VALLEY-MISSION 
dission College 
Vest Val/ey College 
XEMITE 
Wumbia College 
Hodesto Junior College 
JR4 

1 

965’ - 
1,622 

448,737 ” 107,697 125,646 1 103,210 ‘112,1’64 
754,251 181,020 211,190 173,478 188,563 

765 
370 
455 

.1,584 
4,403 
3,434 ( 
969 

1,600 
257 
676 
667 

1,968 
491 
249 

355,735 85,376 99,606 81,819 88,934 
*. -- 

736,580 176,779 206,242 169,413 184,146 
'2,047,451 491.388 573,286 470,914 511,863 

744,020 178,565 208,326 171,125 186,004 

915,145 219,635 
228,321 54,797 
115,788 27,789 

256,241 210,483 
63,930 52,514 
32,421 26,631 

138,016 113,370 

-. - 

381,366 313,265 

228,786 
57,080 
28,947 

1,060 
575 
545 

2,929 
261 

2,668 
2299 

492,914 118,299 123,229 

1362,023 326,886 340,506 

1,069,w 256,575 299;338 245,885 267,266 

TATETOTAL * $65,000,000 $15,600,000 $18,200,000' $14,950,000 $16,250,000 

ate: . . 

ach district’s allocation is equal to the greater of $lOO,.OOO or approximately $465.Ol.for each AFDC welfare recipient enrolled 
the district in 199596. Of the districts total allocation, 24 percent is for coordination, job development and curriculum 
tvelopment and redesign; 28 percent *s for work study: 23 percent is for child care; and 25 percent is for additional child care, 
ok/study or unfunded instructional activities for CalWORKs recipients. 

seal Senkes:3@/97:RM 
elfare.doc 

: 
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H.R. 2i, NcK-we to Work Progmms I , 1 - 

Legislative Analyst’s Office, November 17,1997 

H.R. 2015 

H.R. 2015 Welfare-to-Work Program 
l?iscal Summary 

(Dollars In Millions) 

Total Nationwide Fundin 

Set asides for Native Amer 

Remaining balance. 

I’otal Formula Grant for 



H.R. 2015 Welfhrc, to Work Prmran~s 

l TANF recipients 
long-term welfare dependence. 

l Eligible applicants are: (1) PICs; (2) cities, counties, and other political subdivisions; and (3) private entities in conjunction with 
PICs or political subdivisions. 

D The Secretary of Labor shall award grants based on effectiveness in: 

l Expanding knowledge on transitioning the least job-ready TANF recipients into employment, 

l Moving the least job-ready TANF recipients into nonsubsidized employment, especially in labor markets with a shortage of 
low-skill jobs. 

) In awarding grants, the Secretary of Labor shorn consider the needs of rural areas and cities with large concentrations of poverty and 
mny consider the following factors: 

l The track record ofthe applicant in moving individuals with employment barriers into work. 

l The ability of the applicant to leverage other resources. 

l Plans of cooperation with other entities. 



H.R. 2L Welfare to Work Programs 

I 

l Use of former TANF recipients as mentors, case managers, and service providers . 

I l Funds must be spent on eligible individuals and activities (see page 2). I 

I bNationwide amount. No specific allocation to states. 

H.R. 2015 Welfare-to-Work Block Grant Programs 
Eligible Individuals and Allowable Activities 

All Welfare-to-Work funds (competitive grants, allocations to PICs, and the 15 percent state discretionary funds) must be spent on eligible 
individuals according to the 70/30 rule described below, and on allowable activities. 

l Eligible Individuals 

At least 70 percent must be spent on recipients of TANF on aid 30 or more months and who meet two of the following three 
conditions: 

(i) No GED and low reading or math skills 

(ii) Requires substance abuse treatment 

(iii) Poor work history 

or; on noncustodial parents for which the custodial parent meets the above requirements. 

Up to 30 percent may be spent on TANF recipients (or noncustodial parents of TANF recipients) who have the characteristics 
associated with long-term welfare dependence (school dropout, teen pregnancy, or poor work history). 

l Welfare-to-Work Eligible Activities Are: 



H.R. 20 15 Welfare to Work Prqyams 

q Community service or work experience programs. 

Page 4 

0 Job creation through public or private sector employment wage subsidies. 

q Contracts with public or private providers of readiness, placement, and post-employment services. 

•I Job vouchers for placement, readiness, and post-employment services. 

q Job retention or support services if such services are not otherwise available. 

Requirements for State Match for Formula Grants 

l States shall receive $2 in Welfare-to-Work formula grant fimds for each $1 in state matching expenditures (up to the state maximum 
allotment). 

l Once awarded, states have three years to spend the federal funds. 

l State matching tinds must be: 

0 In excess of fu,nds used for the TANF match. 

q Spent on Welfare-to-Work eligible recipients and activities. 

l It is difficult to estimate how much current state spending counts toward the required match. 

0 Depending on whether certain expenditures outside the Department of Social Services are countable toward the 
maintenance-of-effort (MOE), California is likely to be $30 million to $70 million above the MOE floor in 1997-98. 

0 Determining which current expenditures are for Welfare-to-Work eligible individuals and allowable activities are difficult to 
estimate without seeing the regulations. 

0 The countable match in the current appropriation could be up to $70 million. 

l Local match opportunities should be explored. 



H.R. 2t Nclf.are to Work Progmlns 

H.R. 2015 Welfare-to-Work Program 
Options for Allocating Funds to 
Private Industry Councils (PICs)/ 
Service Delivery Areas (SDAs) 

l Federal law establishes three allocation factors: 

q Excess poverty (number of persons in poverty above a 7.5 percent threshold). 

q Adults receiving TAIW for 30 months or more. 

•I The number of unemployed persons. 

l Federal law requires that the first factor (excess poverty) be weighted at least 50 percent. 

l States may weigh one of the other two factors up to 50 percent, or any combination of the other two factors where the total does not 
exceed 50 percent. 

l States may use excess poverty as the sole factor. 

l The attached sheet shows three examples of how tinds can be allocated. To create the allocation factor for each SDA, the raw 
numbers for each factor within each SDA are expressed as a percent distribution with respect to the entire state. 

0 Determining the allocation formula is a policy issue for the Legislature and the administration. 

H.R. 2015 Welfare-to-Work Grant 

Allocations to Service Delivery 
Areas (SDAs)(a) 



H,R. 2015 Welfare to Work Programs Page G 

Percent Allocation 
Distribution Allocation Percent Allocation Assuming 50% 
Persons in Assuming Distribution Assuming 50% Percent Excess Poverty/ 

Poverty Above Excess Poverty of Long-term Excess Poverty/ Distribution 50% 
7.5% Factor TANF 50% Long Term Unemployed Unemployed 

SDA NAME Threshold Weighted 100% Recipients TANF Receipt Persons Persons 

ALAMEDA (excluding Oakland) 0.00% 1.88% $1,521,614 1.77% $1,430,237 

OAKLAND 2.80 $4,527,624 2.41 4,212,936 1,25 3,277,196 

MOTHER LODE 0.12 191,573 0.39 413,068 0.43 440,769 

SOLDEN SIERRA 0.00 0.76 618,064 1.18 955,887 

BUTTE 1.36 2,193,177 1 .oo 1,904,228 0.66 1,628,436 

VORTH CENTRAL COUNTIES 1.28 2,068,970 1.17 1,978,555 1.29 2,076,618 

CONTRA COSTA (excluding 
Richmond) 0.00 1.41 1,137,934 1.63 1,3 I 5,243 

RICHMOND 0.50 814,602 0.48 798,82 1 0.38 716,347 

FRESNO 6.19 10,O 14,666 4.21 8,411,284 4.33 8,507,462 

[=IUMBOLDT 0.78 1,265,669 0.54 1,071,000 0.41 963,442 

IMPERIAL 1.19 1,918,947 0.88 1,669,231 1.51 2,181,284 

KERN/INYO/MONO 3.39 5,487,707 2.62 4,861,229 3.26 5,381,527 

GNGS 

‘JORTEC 

20s ANGELES COUN: 

JOOTHILL 

JERDUGO 

ZARSON/LOMITA./TOI 

AONG BEACH 

20s ANGELES CITY 

VIADERA 

ti ARIN 

dENDocrNo 
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MERCED 

MONTEREY 

NAPA 

ORANGE (excluding Santa Ana and 
Anaheim) 

RIVERSIDE 

SACRAMENTO 

1.47 2,374,778 1.32 2,258,530 1.19 2,150,464 

0.83 1,345,556 0.80 1,318,604 1.76 2,095,828 

0.00 0.16 133,099 0.31 251,549 

0.00 3.07 2,487,308 3.29 2,659,235 

3.01 4,865,121 3.96 5,640,749 4.49 6,069,245 

3.33 5,395,078 5.86 7,442,796 2.93 5,069,289 

SAN BENITO (c) 

SAN BERNARDINO CC<: 

SAN BERNARDINO CITY 

SAN DIEGO 

SAN FRANCISCO 

SAN JOAQUIN 

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

SAN MATE0 I 0.001 

0.11 129,102 0.26 247,262 

5.83 7.181.626 3.76 5504.735 

I.561 2,580,9021 0.68) 1,875,3641 

7.47 10,699,970 5.83 9,370,5 17 

1.49 3,186,890 1.68 3,337,367 

2.58 4,142,193 2.40 3,996,75 1 

0.38 865,5 13 0.51 968,209 

0.52 4 18,494 1.13 9 12,765 

0.68 1,520, I50 0.97 1,753,063 

3.06 2.924.393 2.25 2.268-744 

SANTA BARBARA I .20 1,939,334 

SANTA CLARA (excluding NOVA) 0.56 900,805 

NOVA 0.00 0.39 3 15,862 0.62 503,099 

SANTA CRUZ 0.45 724,633 0.44 714,974 1.03 1,196,023 

SHASTA 0.60 976,3 70 0.80 1,133,852 0.63 998,47 1 

SOLANO 0.00 0.96 775,43 5 1.17 948,700 

SONOMA 

STANISLAUS 

IULARE . 

VENTURA 

YOLO 

SOUTH BAY 

SELACO 0.08 126,755 1.13 975,157 1.08 940,207 

ANAHEIM 0.54 881,193 0.71 1 ,o 19,000 0.63 950,882 
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SANTA ANA 2.04 3,302,286 0.80 2,296,193 0.99’ 2,448,914 

SubtotnLAllocated to SDAs 100% $161,776,329 100% $161,854,000 100% %161,854,0OC 

Additional State Discretionary(c) $77,67 1 

Total Funds $161,8S4,000 $161,854,000 $161,854,0OC 

Source: Dcpnrtmcnt of Social Services (DSS) and Iltnployrnent Dcvelopmcnt IIcpnrtmcnt (EM>) provided the factors used to cnlc~latc these poteutinl allocations to 
SDAS. 

Note that poverty data is based on 1990 census, ‘I’ANF receipt data is for recipieuts iu l;l+‘Y 1997 who had nl least 30 months of aid since 1987. 

IJnemploymeut data is based ou 1996 aunual averages. 

I I I I I I 
(a) Assumes California rcceivcs the maximum grant of $190,4 17,000 and allocates 85 percent to SDAs. 

(b) Excluding allocatious to other SDAs within LA county shown iu this table: LA City, South Ijay, Carsol~omit~l’orancc, Long Beach, Verdugo, Foothill, and 
SELACO. 

(c) Pursuant to I I.R. 20 15, no allocation for SDA under $100,000; such fiulds redirected to state discretionary ” 15%” allocation. 

* 

i 


